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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

This paper is submitted in response to the Office Action mailed May 26, 2005. In the 
Office Action, claims 54, 56-58, and 60-61 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being 
anticipated by Guest (United States Patent No. 5,401,064). Additionally, claims 68-69 and 71-73 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Power (United States Patent No. 
2,514,717). Claim 59 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being obvious over Guest. 

By this paper, claims 54 and 56-61 have been amended. New claims 115-122 have been 
added. Support for these new claims may be found in the specification of the Application on 
page 29, lines 1-10. In view of these amendments and the following remarks, immediate 
allowance of claims 54, 56-61, 68-69, 71-73, and 115-122 is respectfully requested. 

REJECTION OF CLAIMS 54, 56-58. AND 60-61 UNDER 35 U.S.C. SI 02(b) 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 54, 56-58, and 60-61 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(b) as being anticipated by United States Patent No. 5,401,064 to Guest (hereinafter 
"Guest"). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

"A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, 
either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." MPEP §2131 (quoting 
Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. 
Cir. 1987)). "The identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the 
... claim." Id. (quoting Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 9 USPQ2d 1913, 
1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989)). In addition, "the reference must be enabling and describe the applicant's 
claimed invention sufficiently to have placed it in possession of a person of ordinary skill in the 
field of the invention." In re Paulsen, 30 F.3d 1475, 1479, 31 USPQ2d 1671, 1673 (Fed. Cir. 
1994). 

Independent claim 54, from which claims 56-58 and 60-61 depend, has been amended 
and now provides that "the first end of the body is shaped to be insertable into a bore of a body 
of a second coupling along a plurality of orientations and retained by the second coupling in 
fluidtight fashion such that the coupling and the second coupling, together, form a swing joint." 
Support for this amendment may be found in the specification of the Application on page 29, 
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lines 1-10. Applicant respectfully asserts that Guest does not disclose, suggest, or teach the 
structure of this claim language. 

Contrary to the Examiner's assertion on pages 3 and 4 of the Office Action that Guest 
discloses "the first end of the body (bottom 14) is insertable into a bore of a body of a second 
coupling along a plurality of orientations such that the coupling and the second coupling, 
together, form a swing joint (the bottom 14 is capable of being inserted into a bore of a body 
with a bore slightly larger than the exterior diameter of the bottom 14), nowhere in Guest is this 
taught or suggested. First, Guest does not disclose, teach, or suggest a swing joint. Second, 
Guest is directed to "a coupling for co-axial tubing" and does not disclose or suggest a 
component of a swing joint coupling. Guest, Abstract. Third, Guest does not disclose a second 
coupling capable of receiving the first end 14 of the coupling along a plurality of orientations and 
retaining the coupling in fluidtight fashion such that the coupling and the second coupling, 
together, form a swing joint. Furthermore, Guest teaches that the first end of the body (bottom 
14) is shaped "to receive an end portion of a length of co-axial tubing." Guest, Abstract. 

Thus, Guest does not disclose, suggest, or teach each and every element as set forth in 54, 
56-58, and 60-61. Consequently, Guest does not anticipate claims 54, 56-58, and 60-61. 
Therefore, withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 

REJECTION OF CLAIMS 68-69 AND 71-73 UNDER 35 U.S.C. S 102(b) 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 68-69 and 71-73 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(b) as being anticipated by United States Patent No. 2,514,717 to Power (hereinafter 
"Power"). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

As noted above, MPEP §2131 states that "a claim is anticipated only if each and every 
element as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single 
prior art reference." Claim 68, from which claims 69 and 71-73 depend, provides " a swing joint 
comprising: a bend disposed to alter a flow orientation of fluid flowing between the first and 
second ends, and ... a release mechanism slidable with respect to the corresponding body to 
induce the gripping mechanism to release the end of the conduit." Applicants respectfully assert 
that Power does not disclose, teach or suggest this claim language. 
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First and in contrast to the Examiner's assertion in the Office Action on page 4, Power 
does not disclose "a bend (90 degree bend between bore of 45 and bore of 38) disposed to alter a 
flow orientation of fluid flowing between the first and second ends." Instead, Power only 
discloses that the parts 35 and 40 have linear passageways 31, 46 without bends. The only 
bends in Power that are disposed to alter a flow orientation of fluid flowing between the first and 
second ends are found in the "conduits" 15 and 18. For example, Power states in column 2, line 
54 through column 3, line 1 and similarly in column 3, lines 19-21 that "the elbow 15 has a 
passage 19 communicating with a passage 20 and a port 21 is provided therein." Furthermore, 
Power in column 4, lines 5-10 states that "The port 21 in elbow 15 is so arranged to be in 
alignment with the port 29 and, similarly, the port 37 of the elbow 18 is positioned to be aligned 
with the port 37a in the sleeve 38 when the coupling is in the closed position shown in Figure 1." 
Therefore, Power does not disclose the structural language of claims 68-69 and 71-73 which 
provide "a second coupling comprising a body having ... a bend disposed to alter a flow 
orientation of fluid flowing between the first and second ends." Consequently, Power does not 
disclose each and every element as set forth in the claims. 

Second, Powers does not disclose "a release mechanism slidable with respect to the 
corresponding body to induce the gripping mechanism to release the end of the conduit." 
Specifically, the "release mechanism 47" and the "gripping mechanism 53" as asserted by the 
Examiner on page 4 of the Office Action is used to grip the body of the "first coupling 26" and is 
not structurally disposed to release the end of the conduit. Furthermore, the "conduits" 15 and 
18 of Power are connected to the "first coupling 26" and the "second coupling 45" by the spring 
rings 27 and 43. Therefore, Power does not disclose the structural language of claims 68-69 and 
71-73 which provide "a release mechanism slidable with respect to the corresponding body to 
induce the gripping mechanism to release the end of the conduit." Consequently, Power does not 
disclose each and every element as set forth in the claims. 

Third, Power does not disclose a swing joint. Instead, Power is directed to "a breakaway 
type hydraulic coupling having provision made therein for closing off the hydraulic lines prior to 
disconnection of the coupling." Powers, col. 1, lines 2-5. MPEP §2111 states that "The broadest 
reasonable interpretation of the claims must also be consistent with the interpretation that those 


Page 9 of 11 


Appl. No. 10/678,013 

Amdt. dated August 8, 2005 

Reply to Office Action of May 26, 2005 

skilled in the art would reach." Citing In re Cortright, 165 F.3d 1353, 1359, 49 USPQ2d 1464, 
1468 (Fed. Cir. 1999). As defined in McGraw-Hill's Dictionary of Scientific and Technical 
Terms, 5th ed., a swing joint is "a pipe joint in which the parts may be rotated relative to each 
other." Powers specifically states in column 4, lines 65-69 that "In order to prevent pivoting of 
the male member 30 in the female member 45 a slot 1 10 is milled in the female member 45, and 
a key 111 formed upon the male member 30 registers with the slot 110 when the coupling is 
connected." Thus, the couplings 26 and 45 of Power are only capable of being coupled in one 
position and are not able to be rotated relative to each other. Consequently, the breakaway type 
hydraulic coupling of Power is not a swing joint. 

Thus, Power does not disclose, teach, or suggest each and every element of claims 68-69 
and 71-73. Consequently, Power does not anticipate claims 68-69 and 71-73. Therefore, 
withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested. 

REJECTION OF CLAIM 59 UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claim 59 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Guest. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

MPEP §2143 provides that prima facie obviousness is established only if the Examiner 
shows that the prior art teaches or suggests all of the claim elements. As discussed above, Guest 
does not teach or suggest all of the elements of amended claim 54, from which claim 59 depends. 
Thus, the prima facie obviousness of claim 59 has not been established and claim 59 is 
patentable over Guest. Consequently, Applicants respectfully request that this rejection be 
withdrawn. 
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Applicant respectfully requests that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in this case. 
If there are any remaining issues preventing allowance of the pending claims that may be 
clarified by telephone, the Examiner is requested to call the undersigned. 


MADSON & METCALF 
Gateway Tower West 
15 West South Temple, Suite 900 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 
Telephone: 801/537-1700 


Date: August 8, 2005 
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